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The Differcnliatcd Additive Androgyny Model: Relations Between Masculinity, Femininity and Multiple 

Dimensions of Self-Concept 

ABSTRACT 

Masculinity (M) and femininity (F) were related to multiple dimensions of self-concept for responses by 
898 Canadian University students (study 1) and by 1858 Australian high school students (Study 2). 
Androgyny theory predicts that both M and F contribute to self-concept, but previous research, typically 
relying on undifferentiated self-concept measures, has found the unique contribution of F to be nil. In 
contrast the two studies presented here found that both M and F conuibuted to the prediction of well 
differentiated facets of self-concept. Consistent with a new model of MF/self-concept relations, the 
differentiated additive model, the relative contribution of M and F varied substantially depending on the 
area of self-concept; F contributed more positively to self-concept facets for which girls had higher self- 
concepts than boys, and in some areas the contribution of F was more positive than the contribution of M. 
In Study 1 the pattern of MF/self-concept relations was similar for self-responses and ratings by significant 
others. In study 2 the MF/self-concept relations were consistent across five years in school spanning the 
early to middle adolescence period. 
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Most researchers prior to 1973 assumed that M and F were the end-points of a single, bipolar 
dimension. Constantinople (1973), Bem (1974), Spcnce (1984), and others subsequently argued that it is 
logically possible to be both M and F, and the existence of both in the same person has been labeled androgyny. 
There has been considerable debate over the content of the M and F scales. For example. Marsh (1985; Marsh 
it Myers, 1986), Spcnce (1984), Paulhus (1987) and many others (see Cook, 1985) have argued that the M and 
F traits measured by most instruments are two trait constellations: assertiveness, dominance and instrumentality 
(M); nurturance, empathy, and interpersonal orientation (F). Marsh and Myers (1986; also see Marsh, 1985; 
Marsh & Richards, 1989; Marsh, Antill & Cunningham, 1989) specifically proposed a hierarchical model in 
which global-M and global-F are defined by more specific facets of M and F. Nevertheless, correlations tend to 
be substantially positive among specific M U*aits, among specific F traits, and among M and F assessed by 
different insuiiments. These results apparently support the construct validity of M and F as self-descriptive, 
global, traits, but not necessarily the theoretical basis of androgyny theory. 

The two key assumptions to androgyny theory are that M and F are independent dimensions, and that 
individuals high on both are socially more effective as indicated by measures such as self-concept. In tests of 
I : first assumption, correlations between M and F have been found to vary from moderately positive to close 
to -1.0 depending on the MF instrument (Marsh. 1985; Marsh. Antill & Cunningham, 1987; Marsh <5L Myers. 
1986; Paulhus, 1987). so that these results do not provide unequivocal support for either the androgyny or the 
bipolar assumptions. Hence, support for androgyny theory rests on the assumption that both M an^ F contribute 
uniquely and positively to the prediction of appropriate outcomes such as self-concept 

MF/Sclf-conccpt Relations 

Theoretical Models. 

Four theoretical models of how MF is related to total or global self-concept have been studied widely 
(AnUll & Cunningham. 1980; Cook. 1985; Hall & Taylor, 1985; Lubinski. Tellegen & Butcher. 1983; Marsh. 
1987; Marsh. AnUll & Cunningham. 1987; Spcnce. 1984; Taylor & Hall. 1982; Wnitley, 1983) and so arc 
summarized only briefly here. Support for each of lliese models is interpreted from the results of ANOVA or 
regression analyses that relate total self-concept to the main effects of M and F, the M-by-F interaction, and the 
interaction of these effects with gender. 

1. The Sex-Typed Model. This model posits that the acquisition of a ma: "uline identity by males and 
of a feminine identity by females leads to higher self-concepts, and that, perhaps, support for such a model 
should be strongest during early adolescent years when such acquisition processes are typically assumed to be 
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most important (e.g., Kohlbcrg, 1966; Lan)kc, 1982). Support for this model requires that the effects of M and 
Feach interact with gender in an appropriate way. 

2. Additive Androgyny Model. As described by Spcncc (1984) and others, and apparently consistent 
with Bem's original formulation, this model posits that M and F each contribute positively and uniquely to the 
prediction of sclf-concepL This implies that the main effects of both M and Fwill be statistically significant 

3. Masculinity Model. This model posits that self-concept, at least in modem Western societies, is 
primarily determined by M rather than F, and is sometimes called the "masculine supremacy effect" (Cock, 
1985, p. 96). Tj\s model appears to be prompted primarily by empirical findings rather than theory, though it 
may be consistent with feminist perspectives on the organization of society. Support for this model implies a 
main effect of M but no main effect of F, or perhaps a main effect of F in which F contributes negatively to 
self-concept after controlling for the main effect of M. 

4. Interactive Androgyny Model. This model proposes tJiat androgyny is more than the additive sum of 
M and F. In the ANOVA approach this model posits an M-by-F interaction and in the multiple regression 
approach it posits that the MFcrossproduct contributes significantly to the prediction of self-concept beyond 
the contribution of M and F. Hall and Taylor (1985) distinguished between what they called a balance 
interactive model that posits an M-by-F interaction without main effects of M or F, and an emergent interactive 
model that posits significant effects of M, F, and M-by-F. 

Empirical Support 

In order to test these models Lubinski et al. (1983) recommend an ANOVA or regression approach 
that tests the main effects of M, F, gender and each of the possible interactions; the main effects of M and F test 
the additive androgyny model and tlie masculinity model, the M-by-F interaction tests the interactive androgyny 
model, and interactions between these effects and gender test the scx-typcd model. Empirical support (e.g., 
Aniill & Cunningham, 1979; 1980; Marsh, Antill & Cunningham, 1987), literature reviews and meta-analyses 
(e.g., Bassoff & Glass, 1982; Cook, 1985; Hall & Taylor, 1985; Spcnce, 1984; Taylor & Hall, 1982; Whitley, 
1983) of MF/self-concept relations consistently provide the strongest support for the masculinity model. In 
perhaps the most systematic single study Antill and Cunningham (1979) related responses from five different 
MP instruments - including measures spccitically designed to measure a bipolar MP - and two different self- 
esteem measures. They concluded that: "In every case masculinity showed significant positive correlations with 
self-esteem in both sexes whereas the correlations with femininity were generally nil or negative" (1979, p. 
783). Meta-analyses by Taylor and Hall and by Whitley found that most of the variance in MF/self-concept 
relations could be explained by M, while little contribution was made by the main effect of F or M-by-F 
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interactions, and that these findings were consistent across responses by males and by females. BassolT and 
Glass's meta-analysis of a wider variety of mental health measures reached similar conclusions. In her review 
Cook notes that: '^The best documented and robust association in the androgyny literature is the between 
masculinity and paper and pencil tests of self-esteem. Femininity is more weakly related, if at air (198S, p. 94). 
Hence, androgyny researchers have been unable to And much support for either the additive or interactive 
models that are derived from and central to androgyny theory, and this represents, perhaps, the most devastating 
appraisal of androgyny theory. 

Previous research has typically found that self-concept is positively related to M and relatively 
unconelated with F. These results do not support theoretical models based on androgyny theory, but neither do 
they support a bipolar perspective of MF. According to the bipolar perspective, any variable that is substantially 
related to M should be negatively related to the F, and vice versa. Thus, for example. Marsh and Jackson (1986) 
found that participation in athletics was substantially and positively related to M for high school and young 
adult women, but that athletic participation was not related to F. They interpreted these findings as a 
contradiction to bipolar perspective of MF and as support for androgyny theory. The implication was that 
athletic participation positively influenced M without negatively influencing F, though such an interpretation 
based on correlational data needs to be made cautiously. Stronger support was found by Marsh and Richards 
(1989) in their study of the effects of participation in the Outward Bound program on MF. Historically, the 
Outward Bound program was intended to "make men out of boys" and focused on the development of 
traditionally M characteristics. More recently, however, an increasing proportion of participants have been 
women and the aims of the program include development of characteristics related to F. Consistent with a priori 
predictions, Marsh and Richards found that participation in the Outward Bound program had a substantial and 
positive effect on M and a small, positive effect on F. These effects were reasonably consistent across gender, 
across different MF measures, and across different groups of participants. Although they did not consider self- 
concept, previous research (Marsh, Barnes & Richaids, 1986a; 1986b) found that participation in the Outward 
Bound program positively affected self-concept. 

Participation in athletics and in the Outward Bound program are logically expected to have a positive 
influence on M, and so the finding that participation has little effect or a small positive effect on F is important. 
According to androgyny theory, however, self-concept should be positively correlated with both M and F, but F 
is typically not found to be positively correlated with total self-concept. From this perspective, support for 
androgyny tlieory requires the demonstration that F contributes substantially to a variety of different variables. 
Particularly strong support would be the demonstration that F contributes more positively than M for some 
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relevant criterion variables. Thus, whereas the pattern of relations in these studies considered here offers little 
support for bipolar perspective of MF, the typical failure of F to contribute positively to the prediction of 
appropriate cnterion variables substantially undermines support for androgyny theory. 
Limitations With Existing Research 

Most previous studies of MF/self-concept relations suffer from three limitations that will be examined 
here. First, most studies have used MF instruments that ^oss only positively valued M and F characteristics, 
even though these may be unduly influenced by social desirability, and MF stereotypes include undesirable as 
well as desirable characteristics. The Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) and Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(PAQ) are the most widely used androgyny instruments and the basis of most studies of MF/self-concept 
relations. Their reliance only on socially desirable attributes, Iiowevcj-, may constitute an important weakness. 
For example, a social desirability response bias may affect the correlation between M and F, and MF/self- 
concept relations (Baumrind, 1982; Kelly, Caudill, Hathom & O'Brien, 1977; Kelly & Worell, 1977; Marsh & 
Myers, 1986; Pcdhazur & Tetcnbaum, 1979). In response to this potential weakness, Spence, Helmreich and 
Holahan (1979) expanded PAQ to include socially undesirable characteristics, and Antill, Cunningham, Russell 
and Thompson (1981) developed the Australian Sex-Role Scale (ASRS) to measure M and F with negatively 
valued characteristics (M- and F-) as well as positively valued characteristics (M+ and F+). In addition, both the 
BSRI and ASRS include "control" scales consisting of socially desirable and socially undesirable attributes that 
were specifically constructed to be neutral with respect to M and F. In each case there is a potential control for 
social desirability effects, though little empirical research has explored the effects of social desirability on 
MF/self-concept relations. 

Second, most studies and reviews are based on a 2 x 2 design (Hall & Taylor, 1985; Lubinski, et al., 
1983; Taylor & Hall, 198?. Whitley, 1983) in which levels of M and F are each dichotomij:ed. This approach is 
inherently weak, throwing away much systematic variance in the M and F responses. Furthermore, Spence 
(1984) noted that there are many theoretically meaningful forms of an M-by-F interaction that cannot be tested 
with the 2x2 design. The use of dichotomous M and F scores is neither necessary nor desirable, and more 
sophisticated designs are readily available (e.g., Cohen & Cohen, 1975; Pcdhazur, 1982). Spence (1984), for 
example, recommended a 4 x 4 ANOVA design in which M and F are divided at the quartiles instead of at the 
medians. This design is preferable to the 2x2 design in that it provides stronger tests of the main effects and 
tests of more complex interactions. Alternatively, using a regression approach to ANOVA (e.g.. Marsh, Antill 
& Cunningham, 1987), M and F scores do not need to be divided into discrete categories at all. 
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Third, and particularly relevant to the present investigation, most rcsca'ch has used undifferentiated, 
global self-concept measures. As described below, however, recent self-concept research and theory 
emphasizes the multidimensionality of self-concept. 

A Multidimensional Self-concept: A Construct Validity Approach 

Historically, self-concept research has emphasized a total, undifferentiated self-concept like that 
considered in androgyny studies. Systematic reviews of this self-concept research (e.g.. Bums, 1979; 
Shavelson, Hubnerifc Stanton, 1976; Wells & Marwell, 1976; Wylie, 1974; 1979), however, have emphasized 
the lack of theoretical models, the poor quality of instruments, methodological shortcomings, and a general lack 
of consistent flndings. In an attempt to remedy this situation Shavelson et al. (1976) reviewed theoretical and 
empirical research, and posited a multifacetcd model of self-concept in which separate facets of self-concept 
were clearly differentiated. More recently, theoretical and empirical research has provided stfong support for 
the multidimensionality of self-concept (Byrne, 1984; Dusek & Flaherty, 1981; Fleming & Courtney, 1984; 
Harter, 1982; Marsh, in prcss-a; in press-b; in prcss-c, 1988; 1989; Marsh, Barnes & Hocevar, 1985; Soares & 
Soares, 1982). 

Using a construct validity approach. Marsh (in prcss-a; Marsh, Byrne & Shavelson, 1988; Marsh & 
Shavelson, 1985) reviewed empirical support for the multidimensionality of self-concept and concluded that: a) 
self-concepts in specific areas will be more positively correlated with external criteria than will broad measures 
of general self-concept; b) self-concepts in specific areas will be more positively correlated to external criteria 
to which they are most logically and theoretically related than will other specific or general facets; and c) the 
relation between self-concept and other constructs cannot be adequately understood if the multidimensionality 
of self-concept is ignored. The basic tenet of this construct validity approach is that the pattern of relations 
between self-concept facets and other constructs will vary substantially depending on the particular facet This 
approach is particularly relevant to the study of self-concept/MF relations because these studies typically have 
not incorporated the recent emphasis on tlie multidimensionality of self-concept. 

The Differentiated Additive Androgyny Model 

The differentiated additive androgyny model of self-concept/MF relations (Marsh, 1987) is based in 
part on the construct validity approach used in self-concept research, and in part on previous MF research. It is 
apparendy the only theoretical model to incorporate explicitly the multidimensionality of self-concept. As has 
been demonstrated in self-concept research with other constructs, it is posited that M and F will be more 
positively correlated to the specific areas of self-concept that they are most logically and theoretically related. 




Though not specifically formulated as a theoretical model, the logic of this approach has been used in previous 
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MF research. Bern (1975), for example, related BSRI responses to the display of " ^masculine' independence 
when under pressure to conform, and 'feminine* playfulness when given the opportunity to interact with a tiny 
kitten" (p. 634). Although the results were complicated by the way the BSRI was scored, the results indicated 
that independence was more strongly related to M than F whereas playfulness was more positively related to F 
than M. Reviews and meta-analyses of the sclf-concept/MF relation (Cook, 1985; Taylor & Hall, 1982; 
Whitely, 1983) frequently note that reliance on a global measure of self-concept may obscure more specific 
associations based on specific dimensions of self-concepL Flaherty and Dusek (1980) concluded that "the 
relation of masculinity and femininity to self-concept depends on the aspect of self-concept that is being 
measured. If the self-concept measure reflects a traditional masculine orientation, then androgynous and 
masculine subjects, regardless of sex, will score high. If the self-concept measure reflects the traditionally 
female expressive role, the androgynous and feminine subjects will score high" (1980, p. 990). 

Marsh (1987) formulated the differentiated additive androgyny model of self-concep(/MF relations. 
Like the additive model, this model posits that M and F each contribute positively to the prediction of self- 
concept. Its critical prediction, however, is that the relative contribution of M and F will differ systematically 
according to the specific facet of self-concept. Consistent with the consuiict validity approach used in other 
self-concept research, Marsh posited that: "M will be significantly more strongly related (for both males and 
females) to those facets of self-concept that are more logically related to M; and (b) F will be significantly more 
strongly related (for both males and females) to those facets of self-concept that are more logically related to F" 
(1987, p. 96). There is a danger, however, of a applying a post-hoc logic in testing this predicted pattern of 
relations by assuming that facets that are more strongly related to M or to Fare more logically related to M or 
to F. In an attempt to overcome this potential problem I offer two suggestions. First, it is important to 
demonstrate that the support for the patterns of relations generalizes across different studies, different 
instruments, and different populations. Second, it is desirable to opcrdlionalizc the determination of whether a 
facet is more logically related to M or F. 

One possible basis for generating predictions as to which self-concept facets will be most highly 
related to M and F respectively, is to derive them from theoretical definitions of M and F. Whereas it is 
typically noted that M and F reflect expressive/communal and instrumental/agentic characteristics respectively 
(e.g.. Cook, 1985), these broad generalizations arc too vague to generate unambiguous predictions. Instead, I 
operationalize the determination of whether a facet is more logically related to M or F by examining sex 
differences in the self-concept facets. Implicit in this approach is the assumption that self-concept facets on 




which women score more positively are more stercotypically F whereas facets of self-concept on which men 
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score more positively are more stcrcotypically Thus, it is predicted that F will contribute more strongly to 
those facets of self*concept in which sex difTerences favor women and M will contribute more strongly to self- 
facets in which sex diftcrenccs favor men. 

In support of the differentiated additive androgyny model Marsh (1987) found that a) the relative 
contribution of M and F varied substantially according to the specific area of self-corcept; b) the contribution 
of M was relatively larger for those facets for which males had higher self-concepts; c) the contribution of F 
was relatively larger for those facets for which females had higher self-concepts; and d) this pattern of results 
was similar for males and females. 



The purpose of the present investigation is to examine MF/self-concept relations in two large studies with 
respect to the theoretical models and issues discussed earlier. Study 1 is based on 89;:> responses by Canadian 
university students to the BSRI and the Self Description Questionnaire (SDQ) III, a multidimensional self- 
concept instrument designed for university-aged subjects. Study 2 is based on 18S8 responses by Australian 
high school students to the ASRS and the SDQ II, a multidimensional self-concept instrument designed for high 
school students. The major prediction in both studies is that the differentiated additive model will be supported 
in that: a) the relative contribution of M and F will vary substantially according to the specific area of self- 
concept; b) the contribution of M will be relatively larger for those facets for which males have higher self- 
concepts; and c) the contribution of F will be relatively larger for those facets for which females have higher 
self-concepts. Whereas the focus in both studies is on the differentiated additive model, there are important 
characteristics of each study that extend previous research. 

1. Both studies are based on psychometrically strong self-concept instruments that have been shown to 
differentiate among multiple dimensions of self-concept. 

2. Both the ASRS and the BSRI have control scales consisting of socially desirable and undesirable 
attributes selected to be neutral with respect to M and F. These are used to examine the effects of partialling out 
social desirability from MF/self-concept relations. 

3. In study 1, each student selected the person in the worid who knew him or her the best and their 
significant other was asked to provide ratings of the student on the SDQIIL Self-concepts inferred by significant 
others are frequently used to test the validity of self-concept responses and to evaluate other theoretical issues 
in self-concept research (see Marsh, Barnes & Hocevar, 1985, for furllier discussion). It should be emphasized 
that S/Clf-concepts are most appropriately based on self-report responses and that inferred self-concepts 
represent a different construct. However, Marsh, Barnes and Hocevar (1985) found that the two constructs were 
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substantially correlated under circumstances like those in the present investigation. The present focus is not on 
self-other agreement on multiple dimensions of self-concept, but on the similarity of the pattern of self- 
concept/MF relations to the pattern of inferred self-concept/MF relations. If the predicted pattern of relations is 
found for both self-concept and inferred self-concept responses, then support for the predictions is strengthened. 
In particular, relations between self-report MF responses and self-concepts inferred by significant others 
provide tests of the theoretical models that are not based on two sets of self-report responses completed by the 
same person. This is important because MF/sclf-concept relations may be influenced by shared method variance 
when both instruments are completed by the same person. 

4. Study 1 is based on large groups of students in five different school years (7th grade to 11th grade) 
spanning the early to middle adolescent period (ages 12-13 to 16-17). This provides a valuable lest of the 
prediction that support for the sex-typed model (see earlier discussion) will be strongest during early 
adolescence. 



Sample and Procednros. 

Study 1. Subjects were 898 (61% females) introductory psychology students in a large Canadian 



university who volunteered to participate as partial fulfillment of a course requirement. Students completed the 
BSRI and the SDQIII, and then were asked to choose the person in the world who knew them best - a 
significant other - to also complete the SDQIH. The significant others were asked to imagine that they were the 
student who had given them the survey and to complete the SDQIII items as if they were that person. Students 
were explicitly instructed not to discuss the survey with their significant other. A prc-addressed envelope was 
included with the survey that was given to the significant other and they were explicitly instructed to return the 
survey without discussing their responses with the student. Although the relationship between students and the 
significant other was not obtained, informal queries suggested that more than half of the significant others were 
an intimate partner (i.e., spouse, live-in partner, or boy friend/giri friend) whereas most of the remaining 
significant others were immediate family members - most frequently a parent. Analyses described here are 
based on the 898 sets of responses which had complete data for the BSRI, the SDQIII completed by the student, 
and the SDQIII completed by the significant oilier. Although not the focus of the present investigation. Marsh 
and Byrne (1989) reported that the 13 correlations representing self-other agreement on each of the 13 SDQIII 
scales varied from .40 to .77 (muin r = .56) and that the psychometric properties (i.e., reliabilities and factor 
structure) were strong and similar for self-responses and responses by others. (The results of this part of the 



Method. 



ERLC 




Masculinity and Femininity 11 

study were very similar to the earlier study of self-other agreement by Marsh, Barnes & Hoccvar, 1985, that it 
was designed to replicate). 

Study 2. The sample consisted of 1858 (49% female) high school students (grades 7-11) who 
attended one of two neighboring coeducational high schools that served the same predominantly middle class 
suburb of metropolitan Sydney, Australia. The subjects were all students in attendance on the day the 
instruments were administered. The two instruments, the SDQ II and the ASRS, were administered to large 
intact groups of students in each of the two high schools near the end of each of two consecutive academic 
years. For both self-report instruments, instructions were read aloud, several practice items were presented, 
questions about the instructions were answered, and then the items were read aloud at a fairly rapid pace 
(though students had a copy of the instruments in front of them so they could read along if they chose ^o do so). 
The primary purpose of reading the items aloud was to ensure that students spent a standard amount of time on 
each item and finished within the time allocated for the task. The instruments were administered by researchers 
not otherwise connected with the schools. 

Because nearly all students attended school through 10th grade, students in grades 7 to 10 were similar 
except for age. At the end of 10th grade, however, students have the option of leaving school with a school 
leaving certificate or continuing their education. In study 2, only about half of the 10th grade students continued 
on to 1 1th grade. Because the 1 1th grade students are self-selected, comparisons with other students must be 
made cautiously. In study 2, students were assured of the anonymity of their responses and encouraged - but 
not required - to put their names on the instruments. Because approximately 25% did not put their name on the 
questionnaires, it was not possible to match students who completed surveys in both years of the study. In 
preliminary analyses, however, MF/self-concept relations were shown to be similar in both years of study 1 and 
so this feature of the study was not considered further. 
The Insiniments. 

The SDOII and SDOIII instruments. The set of three SDQ instruments are designed to measure 
multiple dimensions of self-concepi for preadolescents (SDQI; Marsh, 1988), for early and middle adolescents 
(SDQII; Marsh, in press-b), and for late adolescents and young adults (SDQIII; Marsh, in press-c). The 
instruments are based on the Shavelson ct al. (1976) model of self-concept and the facets of self proposed in 
that model. A detailed review of the instruments is presented in the respective test manuals, and is beyond the 
scope of this brief overview. More than 30 published factor analyses have identified tlie factors that each 
instrument is designed to measure. Other research (see various test manuals and Marsh, in press-a) has shown 




that: (a) the reliability of each scale is generally in the .80s and 0.90s whereas correlations among the factors 
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arc quite small (median rs less than .20), (b) the self-concept responses are substantially correlated with self- 
concepts in matching areas inferred by significant others, (c) academic achievement indicators are substantially 
correlated with academic areas of self-concept but nearly uncorrelated or even negatively correlated with 
nonacademic areas of self-concept and general self-concept, (d) self-concept factors arc systematically and 
logically related to a variety of other constructs including gender, locus of control, self-attributions for the 
causes of academic successes and failures, physical fitness and participation in sports, and interventions 
designed to enhance self-concept. This research provides strong support for the construct validity of responses 
to the SDQ instruments. 

The SDQII used in study 2 is designed to measure 1 1 areas of self-concept (sec Appendix) defined by 
responses to 102 items, half of which are negatively worded, on a "l=False" to "6=True" response scale. The 
SDQIII used in study 1 is designed to measure 13 areas of self-concept (see Appendix) defined by responses to 
136 items, half of which are negatively worded, on a " l=Dcfinitely False" to "8-Dcfinitely True" response 
scale. The SDQIII insuiiment contains two additional scales (Problem Solving, Religion/Spiriuial Values) not 
contained on the SIDQII. The wording of many items on the two instruments is similar. In both studies, SDQ 
scores were an unrveighted average of responses to items designed to measure each factor as described in the 
respective test manuals. In both studies, self-responses for each scale were tiien standardized (mean = 0, SD = 
1) to facilitate interpretations. Responses by significant others in study 1 were standardized with respect to the 
mean and standard deviation of the corresponding self-responses so that both sets of responses varied along the 
same metric. 

The BSRI MF instrument. The BSRI (Bern, 1974), because it is so well-known and widely used, is 
summarized only briefly (see Bern, 1974; Cook, )985; Marsh & Myers, 1986; Marsh, Antill & Cunningham, 
1989; Pedhaziji' & Tetcnbaum, 1979; Spence, 1984; Thompson, 1988). The BSRI is based on socially desirable 
items empirically rated to be more desirable for one sex or the other. The BSRI consists of 20 masculine 
attributes and 20 feminine attributes which are responded to on a 1 (never or almost never Uiie) to 7 (always or 
almost always tfue) scale. In addition to the 40 MF items, the BSRI also contains 10 socially desirable 
oUributcs and 10 socially undesirable attributes that were specifically selected to be neutral with respect to M 
and F. Although these itetr.;> were originally intended to form a Social Desirability scale to conu-ol for social 
desirability responding (Bem, 1974), they are typically used as Tiller" items. Coefficient alpha estimates of 
reliability and relations between BSRI scales and other variables are summarized in Table 1. 
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The ASRS MF instrument. In constructing the ASRS, Antill et al. (1981) began with a pool of items 
including the entire pool of items used to develop the BSRI and items from other MF instruments. Subjects 
rated each item as a desired characteristic and an expected characteristic for males and for females, and these 
responses were used to select items. Form A and Form B (Form A was used here) each consist of 50 
personality-like characteristics and subjects respond to each item according to how true it is as a self- 
description on a "Never or almost never true" (1) to "Always or almost always tme" (7) scale. Each form 
contains 20 M items, 20 F items and 10 neutral (with respect to M and F) items with half the items within each 
category being positively valued (i.e., socially desirable) and half negatively valued. The M+, M-, F+, F- scores 
are each represented as the unweighted sum of responses to ten items. Examples of items representing each 
scale arc: firm, confident, skilled in business (M+); noisy, aggressive, boastful (M-); patient, sensitive to the 
needs of others, responsible (F+); and dependent, shy, weak (F-). Marsh and Myers (1986) presented 
psychometric properties for each of these four scales based on earlier research (also sec Antill, et al., 1981) and 
used confirmatory factor analysis to demonstrate that a four-factor (M+, M-, F+, F-) solution provided an 
adequate fit to ASRS responses. As with the BSRI, the 10 items on the social desirability scale have been 
primarily used as filler items. Coefficient alpha estimates of reliability and relations between ASRS scales and 
other variables are summarized in Table 1 . 
Statistical Analyses. 

Preliminary ANOVA Analyses. Repeated measures ANOVA were used to make preliminary tests of 

the five theoretical models. In addition to the effects of M, F, gender, and their interactions that have been the 
focus of previous research, each different facet of self-concept corresponds to one level of the repeated 
measures variable called (self-^^oncept) scales for present purposes. The differentiated additive model posits that 
there will be a significant M-by-scale interaction (that llie effect of M will vary with the facet of self-concept) 
and a significant F-by-scale interaction (that the effect of F will vary with the facet of self-concept). Depending 
on the results of the preliminary ANOVAs, subsequent analyses arc required to whether the posited interactions 
correspond to predictions of specific models. 

For purposes of the preliminary ANOVAs, subjects were divided into one of four F groups and one of 
four M groups. In study 1, the tests consisted of a 4 (levels of F) by 4 (levels of M) by 2 (gender) by 13 (SDQIII 
self-concept scales - a rcixiatcd-measurcs variable) analysis conducted with the MANOV A procedure of 
SPSSx (SPSS, 1988). Separate analyses were conducted on self-responses and responses inferred by significant 
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others. In study 2, the tests consisted of a series of 4 (levels of F) by 4 Oevels of M) by 2 (gender) by 5 (Age - 
year in school) by 1 1 ( SDQII self-concept scales a repeated-measures or wiihin-subjcct variable) analyses. 
Separate analyses were conduruxi for groups based on positively valued MF items, on negatively valued MF 
items, and on their total. In all ANOVAs a regression approach was used such tliat the variance attributed to 
each effect was the variance uniquely explained by that effect. 

Tests involving the repeated measures require an assumpUon of mulUsample circularity (Kirk, 1982, 
pp. 5CX)-505), and its violation positively biases the conventional F-test. The typical approach to this problem as 
used here is to adjust the df according to an empirically determined correction factor - epsilon that depends 
on the departure from the required form. The SPSSx (1988) MANOVA procedure provides two estimates of 
epsilon - the Greenhouse-Geisser epsilon and the Huynh-Feldt epsilon - ihat were considered here. In both 
studies the violation of multisample circularity was small and all effects deemed to be statistically significant 
using conventional procedures were also statistically significant when ihe various correction procedures were 
applied. For this reason, these corrections are not considered further. 

Multiple Rc ercssion Analyses. In both studies, specific multiple regression models were used to 

follow-up results from the preliminary ANOVAs and to test more specific predictions from ihe theoretical 
models. For purposes of these analyses, the original M and F scores (standardized mn=0, 80=1) were used 
instead of the categorized scores used in the ANOVA analyses. The size and direction of tir^-order 
correlations, and of standardized beta weights from the multiple regressions, were used to examine the 
contributions of various MF scores to the prediction of the multiple self-concepts. 

RcsulLs of Study 1 

ANOVA Test s of Five Theoretical Models of MF/Self-conccDt Relations. 

Support for the five theoretical models of the MF/self-concept relations can be inferred from results of 
the 2 (Gender) x 4 (M) x 4 (F) x 13 (SDQIII scales; a repeated measures variable) ANOVAs summarized in 
Table 2. Separate analyses are reported for self-report self-concept responses and self-concepts inferred by 
significant others. The four widely described mo<Jels - the sex-typed, masculinity, additive androgyny, and 
interactive androgyny models - all make predictions in terms of total self-concept scores. In the present 
analyses the between-subject effects refer to effects averaged across all areas of self-concept (i.e., total self- 
concept) and thus provide tests of iliose models. The differentiated additive model predicts that the effects of M 
and F will vary depending on the facet of self In the present analyses the within-subject effects test the extent 
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to which between-subject effects vary according to the area of self-concept, and so the M x scales and F x 
scales interactions provide critical tests of the differentiated additive model* 



Insert Table 2 About Here 



The sex-typed model posits that the effect of the M and F on total self-concept will interact with 
gender, but these interactions were not significant for either self-concepl or inferred self-concq)t responses 
(Table 2). The androgyny interactive models posit an M-by-F interaction, but this interaction was not 
significant for either self-concept or inferred self-concept responses. An anonymous reviewer suggested that 
interaction effects involving just the linear components of M and F might be statistically significant even 
though more general tests based on the combined effects of linear, quadratic, and cubic components were not. 
Whereas tests of the linear effects may be unjustified following non-significant results in Table 2 unless it is 
argued that these constituted a priori predictions, unreported analyses indicated that the linear components of M 
and F also failed to interact significantly with each other or with gender. 

For self-responses the effects of both M and F on total self-concept are statistically significant (Table 
2), Whereas both effects are positive, the contribution of M is larger than that of F (these results and statistical 
tests of the relative contribution of M and F are presented later). For responses by significant others, the effects 
of M and F are substantially smaller, and the main effect of F fails to reach statistical significance. The effects 
of both M and F, however, vary substantially depending on the particular facet of self-concept, and so these 
results need to be interpreted cautiously. 

The within-subject effects provide tests of tlie extent to which between-subject effects vary according 
to the particular facet of self-concept (called scales in Table 2). If these interactions are statistically significant 
and large, then interpretations of between-subject effects may be problematic. The differentiated additive model 
specifically predicts that the contributions of M and F will vary substantially depending on the self-concept 
facet and so the M-by-scalcs and F-by-scales interactions provide a preliminary test of the model. Both these 
interactions are statistically significant for self-concept and inferred self-concept responses (Table 2). 

In summary, the preliminary ANOVA results provide no support at all for the interactive androgyny 
and sex-typed models, weak support for the additive androgyny model and, perhaps, the masculinity model. For 
both self-responses and responses by others, however, the strongest support is for tlie differentiated additive 
model in that the relative contribution the M and F varies substantially with the particular facet of self-concep* 
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The differentiated additive model, however, makes much more specific predictions than those tested by these 
preliminary results. Thus, the purpose of analyses in the next section are to determine whether the particular 
form of these interactions is consistent with the differentiated additive model. 
MF correlations with Multiple Dimensions of Self-conccpL 

Correlations and beta weights relating BSRI M and BSRI F to the 13 SDQIII scores are presented in 
Table 3. For each MF score the three beta weights indicate its contribution after controlling for the other MF 
score (bl), the other MF score and gender (b2), and the other MF score and Social Desirability (b3). Both M 
and F contribute positively to total self-concept scores, but the contribution of M is larger. Consistent with the 
differentiated additive androgyny model, the sizes and directions of MF/self-concept relations differ 
suDstantially depending on the area of selfKionccpt. Whereas the sizes of relations arc much smaller for 
responses by significant others than for sclf*rcsponse$, the pattern of results is similar for both sets of 
responses. 



Insert Table 3 About Here 



The correlations in Table 3 tend to support the differentiated additive model, but the large number of 
coefficients complicates interpretations so that a more objective index is needed. The size, direction, and 
statistical significance of the correlations between each self-concept facet and bipolar MF scores (i.e., M minus 
F) provides such an index: if the correlation is positive then M contributes more positively than F; if the 
correlation is negative then F contributes more positively than M; if the correlation does not differ significantly 
from zero then the contribution of M and F is similar. For 10 SDQIII scales the contribution of M was 
significantly more positive than F, whereas the contribution of F was more positive for two scales (Honesty and 
Religion) and the contribution of M and F was similar for one scale (Parents). For responses by others, the 
contribution of M was more positive for 8 scales, the contribution of F was more positive for 3 scales (Honesty, 
Parents and Religion) and the relative contributions were similar for two other scales (Verbal and School). Thus 
the pattern of results is reasonably similar across the two sets of raters. 



Insert Table 4 About Here 
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As opcrationalizcd here, the dirfercntiatcd additive model posits that F will contribute more positively 
to those areas of self-conccpt in which women have higher self*concepts and that M will conuibute more 
positively in those areas in which men have higher self-concepts. Inspection of Table 4 suggests that the 
relative contributions of M and F to the different areas of self-concept varies systematically with gender 
differences in each area of self-concept. Thus, for example, the largest sex differences favoring males are for 
Physical and Problem Solving self-concepts and these are the areas of self-concept in which the contribution of 
M - relative to F - are most positivr . Similarly, the largest sex difference favoring women is for Honesty self- 
concept and this is the area in which the contribution of F - relative to M - is most positive. 

In order to test this observation more formally, the set of correlations between bipolar MF scores and 
SDQIII scales was related to the set of correlations between gender and SDQIII scales. The set of 13 
correlations between the bipolar MF scores and multiple self-concepts provides a quantitative index of the 
relative conuibution of M and F to each area of self-concept, and similarly correlations between gender 
(l=male, 2=female) and each area of self-concept provide a quantitative index of gender differences in each 
area of self-concept. The relations between the two sets of correlations - correlations between bipolar MF 
scores and self-concept and correlations between gender and self-concept » provides a succinct test of the 
differentiated additive model. This correlation was -.71 and -.84 for self-concept and inferred self-concept 
responses respectively. Thus, the areas of self-concept most favoring girls (i.e., those where correlations with 
gender are most positive) are the ones in which the positive conu-ibution of F is larger than M (i.e., correlations 
with bipolar MF are most negative). These findings provide sUong support for the differentiated additive model, 
and the consistency of the results across self-responses and responses by others offers support for the generality 
of the conclusions. 

Rc5;ulLsofStudv2 

ANOV A Tests nf Five Theoretical ModoJs of MF/Sclf-con ccpt Relations. 

Support for the five theoretical models of the MF/self-concept relations can be inferred from results of 
the 2 (Gender) x 5 (Age) x 4 (M) x 4 (F) x 1 1 (SDQII scales) ANOVAs summiu-izcd in Tables 5 and 6. Three 
separate analyses are reported for groupings based on positive MF attributes, negative MF attributes, and their 
total. The four widely described models - the sex-typed, masculinity, additive androgyny, and interactive 
androgyny models - all make predictions in terms of total self-concept scores. In the present analyses the 
between-subject effects Cfable 5) refer to effects averaged across all areas of self-concept (i.e., total self- 
concept) and thus provide tests of lliese models. Tlie differentiated additive model predicts that the effects of M 
and F will vary depending on the facet of self. In the present analyses iJie within-subject effects (Table 6) test 
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the extent to which between-subject effects vary according to the area of self-concept, and so the M x scales 
and F X scales interactions provide critical tests of the differentiated additive model These analyses differ from 
those in Study 1 in that separate analyses are conducted for positively and negatively valued MF responses (the 
BSRI used in Suidy 1 contains only positively valued attributes) and the effects of age arc considered. 



Insert Tables 5 and 6 About Here 



The sex-typed model posits that the effect of M and F on total self-concept will vary according to 
gender and, perhaps, that the size of these effects will vary according to age for the early to middle adolescent 
period considered here. For total self-concept (i.e., the between-subject effects in Table 5) the M x gender 
interaction was not statistically significant in any of the analyses, and this lack of interaction did not depend on 
age. The F x gender interaction was statistically significance for just the posiUvely valued F attributes (p<,05), 
though this interaction did not vary with age in any of the analyses. Further analyses, however, showed that F 
was somewhat more strongly related to self-concept for males than females. This effect, though small and not 
consistent across the different analyses, is opposite to the predictions from the sex-typed model. Subsequent, 
unreported analyses considering just the linear components of M, F, and age were suggested by an anonymous 
reviewer, but these also resulted nonsignificant results. Hence, the results provide no support for predictions 
based on the sex-typed model. 

The androgyny interactive models posit an M-by-F interaction, though different variations of this 
model may imply different forms of the interaction and not all interactions are consistent with androg:/ny 
theory. However, the M-by-F interaction fails to reach statistical .rigiii:icance (Table 5) for MF groups based on 
positively valued MF items, negatively valued MF items, or their total. Furthermore, this lack of M-by-F 
interaction is consistent across age and across gender. Subsequent, unreported analyses considering just the 
linear components of M, F, and age were suggested by an anonymous reviewer, but these also resulted in 
nonsignificant results. Thus, the results provide no supi:)ort for the androgyny interactive model. 

The additive androgyny model is supported for MF groups based on positively valued itr^ms in that 
both M and F contribute substanti V to total self-concept and the direction of the contribution is positive (as 
will be discussed later). However, the substantial M-by-scf !c and F-by-scale interactions (the v/ithin-subject 
effects in Table 6) demonstrate, as predicted by the differentiated additive model, that the size of the positive 
contribution of M and F varies significantly with the particular facet of self-concept. These interactions and 
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their relation to the specific pattern of results posited in the differentiated additive model will be the focus of 
subsequent analyses. 

Tests of the additive and differentiated additive models are more complicated for MF groupings based 
on the negatively valued MF items, and the sum of the positively and negatively valued items. For the 
negatively valued items, the contribution of M across the areas of self-concept is not statistically significant 
while the significant contribution of F is negative (i.e., the self-endorsement of negatively valued F items is 
associated with a lower self-concept). For the MF groups based on the total of positively and negf lively valued 
items, the contribution of M is significant and positive (due primarily to the positive contribution of M+ items) 
but the contribution of F is not significant (i.e., the positive contribution of F+ and the negative contribution of 
F- cancel each other). However, the substantial M-by-scale anJ F-by-scale interactions in both of these 
analyses (Table 6) again demonstrates that the effects of M and of F vary significantly with the particular facet 
of self-concept as predicted by the differentiated addiuve model. 

The masculinity model posits that the main effect of M on total self-concept will be positive, whereas 
the effect of F will be nonsignificant or negative. For the the posidvely valued MF attributes there is no support 
for this model in that the contributions of both M and F are positive. Support based on the negatively valued 
MF attributes is ambiguous in relauon to this model in that both the effects of M and F are negative, though the 
effect of M is less negative than R It should be noted, however, that it makes sense for negatively valued 
attributes to be negatively related to self-concept and for posidvely related attributes to be posidvely related to 
self-concept. From this perspective, the relative contribution of M and F is more important (The reladve 
contribudon of M and F will be specifically evaluated for each component of self-concept in die next section). 

For die total MF scores, die effect of M on total self-concept is positive (i.e., die posidve effects of M+ 
more than outweigh die negadve effects of M-) whereas the effects of F are not significant (i.e., die posidve 
effects of F+ balance out die negative effects of F-). Results based on die total MF scores support die 
masculinity molel. Furdiermore, the contribution of M is more posidve (or less negative) in all diree analyses. 
In each of die three analyses, however, the effects of M and F vary substantially with the particular facet of self- 
concept. 

In summary, the preliminary ANOVA results provide no support at all for the interacdve androgyny 
and sex-typed models. Support for die masculinity model is strongest for the total MF scores, but die 
consistently positive contribution of F+ undermines this support. Support for die additive model is strong for 
die posidve MF scores, but weaker for die total and negative MF scores. Across all dirce analyses, die strongest 
support is for die differendated addidve model in the that reladve contribution die M and F varies substandally 
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with the particular facet of self-concept. The purpose of analyses in the next section is to determine whether the 
form of this interaction is consistent with the additive differentiated model. 
MF cnrrelation.s with Multiple Dimensions of Sclf-conccpL 

Correlations and beta weights relating the four ASRS scores to the 1 1 SDQII scores are presented in 
Table 7. For each MF score the three beta weights indicate its conuibution after conUx)lling for the odier MF 
scores (bl), the other MF scores and gender (b2), and the other MF scores and Social Desirability (b3). The 
contributions to total sel(-conccpt scores are most positive for M+, somewhat less positive for F+, slighUy 
negative for M-, and substantially negative for F-. Consistent with the differentiated additive androgyny model, 
the size and direction of MF/self-concept coefficients differs subsiandally depending on the area of self- 
concept. Whereas the size of coefficients tend to be smaller when the other MF scores and particularly social 
desirability are controlled, the pattern of results is similar for each set of coefficients. 



Insert Table 7 About Here 



The correladons in Table 7 tend to support the differentiated additive model but the large number of 
coefficients and the influence of social desirability on the ASRS scores complicate the interpretations. As 
described in study 1, the size, dirccdon, and statistical significance of the correlations between each self- 
concept and bipolar MF scores (M minus F) provides an index of the relative contributions of M and F: 
significantly positive correlations indicate that M scores conU*ibute more positively (or less negatively) than do 
F scores; significantly negative correlations indicate that F scores contribute more positively (or less negatively) 
than M scores; nonsignificant correlations indicate that the relative contribution of M and F scores is similar. In 
study 2 bipolar MF scores were computed separately for positively valued items (M+ minus F+), negadvely 
valued items (M- minus F-), and their total (Mtot minus Ftot). To die extent that die social desirability of 
corresponding M and F scores is similar, dian social desirability should have litUe effect on diese correlations. 
For each of the diree bipolar MF scores die correladons (see Table 8) were: (a) significantly positive for 6 or 7 
of die 1 1 self-concept scores, indicating a more positive conU-ibuUon for M dian for F; (b) significantly ncgaUve 
for 2 or 3 self-concept scores, indicating a more positive contribuUon for F dian M; and (c) not significantly 
different from zero for 2 or 3 areas of self-concept, indicating a similar contribuUon of M and F. The 
consistency of this pattern of results for the posiuvely and negatively valued MF items offers support for die 




generality of die conclusions. 
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The difTerentiated additive model posits that F will contribute more positively to those areas of self- 
concept in which women have higher self-coiicepts and that M will contribute more positively in those areas in 
which men have higher self-concepts. As described in study 1, the bipolar MF/sclf-conccpt correlations index 
the relative contribution of M and F to each area of self-concept, the gender/self-concept correlations index 
gender differences in each area of self-concept, and the relations between the two sets of correlations provides a 
succinct test of the differentiated additive model. This correlation is -.66, -.73 and -.59 for the total, positive, 
and negative MP scores respectively. Thus, the areas of self-concept most favoring girls (i.e., those where 
correlations with gender are most positive) are the ones in which the positive contribution of F is larger than M 
(i.e., correlations with bipolar MF are most negative). These findings provide strong quantitative substantiation 
for conclusions based on the correlp ^ns in Tables 7 and 8, and offer strong support for the diH^erentiated 
additive model. The consistency of the results across positively and negatively valued MF items supports the 
generality of the conclusions. 

Summary and Implications 

The primary purpose of both studies was to examine MF/self-concept relations with respect to five 
theoretical models. In both studies, there was no support for either the androgyny interactive or sex-typed 
models, and only weak support for the additive androgyny and, perhaps, the masculinity models. In contrast, 
both studies provided strong support for the differentiated additive model. As predicted, the relative 
contribution of M aiid F varied substantially and predictably with the specific area of self-concept The 
contribution of F was more positive in the areas of self-concept where women had higher self-concepts, and the 
positive contribution of M was greater in those areas where men have higher self-concepts. 

Study 1 provides what appears to be a unique variation in testing relations between MF and self- 
concept responses. All such studies known to the authors have been based on self-report responses to two 
instruments completed by the same person. For this reason, the results are liable to many counter-interpretations 
related to possible self-report biases. In study 1, however, self-concepts were inferred from both self-report 
responses by the student and inferred self-concept responses by a significant other chosen by the student as the 




person in the world who knew him or her the best. Because the inferred self-concept responses were not based 
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on self-reports. MF/self-concept relations based on these responses are less liable to alternative explanations. 
Not surprisingly, MF/sclf-conccpt relations were stronger when both sets of responses were based on self- 
responses. What is important, however, is that the pattern of relations and support for the differentiated additive 
model were similar for both sets of analyses. Thus, support for the differentiated additive model is not limited 
to self-report data. 

Study 2 also provided a different perspective to the study of MF/self-concept relations. Previous 
research, like the present investigation, has found little support for the sex-typed model of the MF/self-concept 
relations. Most previous research, however, has been based on responses by university students and adult 
samples. As described earlier, support for this model is predicted to be stronger in early adolesccr.ce when the 
acquisition of an appropriate gender identity is posited to be particularly important. Heiice, the results of study 
2 are particularly important. Not only was there no support for the sex-typed model during early to middle 
adolescence, but this lack of support was consistent across five grade levels spanning this period. Thus, the lack 
of support for the sex-typed model found in study 2 is much stronger than reported elsewhere. 

The social desirability of MF items, independent of whether they were M or F, was an important 
determinant of the MF/self-concept relations. In both studies, MF/self-concept relations were substantially 
smaller after controlling for social desirability. This effect was particularly clear in study 2 where M and F were 
determined separately on the basis of positively and negatively valued attributes as well as their total. Positively 
valued MF atiribu'cs were positively related to self-concept and the sizes of these relations were substantially 
less positive after controlling for social desirability. Negatively valued MF atu-ibutes were negatively related to 
self-concept and the sizes of these relations were less negative after controlling for social desirability. Because 
social desirability was not substantially correlated vith either Mtot or Ftot scores in study 2 (see Table 1), 
controlling social desirability did not substantially affect these MF/self-concept relations. What is important to 
note however, is that support for the differentiated additive model was found for MF scores based on positively 
and negatively valued aiu-ibutcs and their total. 

Social desirability in both studies was substantially correlated with MF responses based on positively 
valued attributes and with self-concept responses. This pattern of relations should not, however, be interpreted 
as invalidity in the MF or self-concept responses. Social desirability was one basis for selecting MF items in the 
instruments used in both studies and self-endorsing socially desirable items infers a positive self-concepL 
Indeed, if such a logical pattern did not exist, then the validity of the responses would be suspect. Nevertheless, 
the influence of social desi-. ability has not, apparently, been fully recognized in previous research but has 
implications for future research. MF/sclf-concept relations are easier to interpret when M and F scales are 
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balanced with respect to social desirability, and particularly when M and F scales each contain positively and 
negatively valued attributes so that the total scores arc unrelated to social desirability. Most studies, however, 
arc based on just positively valued attributes (e.g., those using BSRI and PAQ). In such studies, correlations 
between MF responses self-concept responses are likely to be substantially influenced by social desirability. 
Variance uniquely explained by M and by F is, however, likely to be relatively unrelated to social desirability, 
whereas variance common to M and to F is likely to substantially related to social desirability. Also, so long as 
the social dcsirabihty in M is similar to that in F, social desirability is unlikely U) affect relations between 
bipolar MF scorcs and self-concept. 

Previous research has consistently shown that the contribution of F to total self-concept is minimal. In 
marked contrast to previous research but consistent with predictions from the differentiated additive model, the 
contribution of F is positive for many areas of self-concept in the present investigation. Furthermore, the 
contribution of F is substantially more positive than M for a few areas of self-concept. Despite considerable 
differences between the two studies -- the age, natior»:ility, and educational levels of the students, and the MF 
instrument completed - there was consist support for this finding in both studies. Hence, the results of the 
present investigation provide stronger support for androgyny theory than do previous studies of MF/self- 
concept relations. 

The results of this study also contribute further support for the multidimensionality of self-concept, the 
construct validity of SDQ responses, and particularly the claim that self-concept cannot be adequately 
understood if its multidimensionality is ignored. The richness of the MF/self-concept relations observed here 
and support for the diffcrcntialnd additive model could not have been even considered if we had relied on a 
global, undifferentiated measure of self-concept. 

An important, implicit assumption in this study is that facets of self-concept in which women have 
higher self-concepts arc more stcrcotypically feminine whereas facets of self-concept in which men have higher 
self-concepts are more stcrcotypically masculine. This objective opcrationalization allowed us to predict a 
priori the pattern of relations between M, F, and specific facets of self-concept. This operationalization has 
limitations and advantages. The empirical, athcorctical nature of the opcrationalization leaves unanswered the 
important question of why M and F are more or less related to different self-concept facets. A stronger approach 
that may be useful in future research would be to derive a priori relations from theory and use empirical 
findings to test the theory. An important strength of the present approach, however, is that it does not assume 
that conceptions of stereotypical M and F are necessarily the same in different studies, and provides an 
empirical approach to test the generality in different studies. It is important to note, howv.or, tliat the generally 
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consistent findings in the present research based on Canadian university students, significant others chosen by 
the Canadian students, and Australian high school students of different ages suggests the generality of 
stereotypical conceptions of M and F, 

Throughout this study we have used the descriptive trait labels "masculinity" and "femininity" to 
summarize scores based on responses to the BSRI and the ASRS. Alternatively, as suggested by an anonymous 
reviewer, we could have summarized the content of these scales using traditional personality labels such 
dominance, nurturance, etc. Using these alternative descriptions, it makes sense that dominance contributes 
more strongly to perceptions of athletic abilities whereas nurturance contributes more strongly to perceptions of 
relations with parents. Support for the construct validity of the responses does not depend on the particular 
labels given to summary scores from the two MF instruments. A relevant question, however, is whether 
responses to the BSRI and ASRS are better summarized as measures of M and F, or as measures of more 
specific personality traits that are related to M and F. The perspective taken here is that global-M and global-F 
arc hierarchical constructs comprised of more specific constructs like those incoiporated - imperfectly, perhaps 
- into the construction of the BSRI and the ASRS. Because neither of these instruments was specifically 
designed to measure a priori components of global-M and global-F, they are not appropriate for exploring the 
dimensionality of these global traits. Other researchers (e.g., Spcnce, 1984) have argued for the 
mviltidimensionality of these constructs and have proposed multidimensional, hierarchical models of global-M 
and global-F (e.g., Marsh &. Myers, 1986; also see Marsh, 1985) analogous to those used in sclf-concepL In the 
same way that self-concept researchers have argued that self-concept cannot be adequately understood if its 
multidimensionality is ignored, it is likely that the understanding of global-M and of global-F is hindered by 
implicitly ignoring the multidimensionality of these constructs. 
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Hallabllititta of NT Itoasuros and Relations With Othar Varlablas for Study 1 
(abov« thm wmin diagonal) and Study 2 (b«low tha Main diagonal) 
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Mot*: Corrclatlona, praaantad without daalmal polnta, graatar than .07 (Study 1) and .04 (atudy 2) 
ara atatlatloally algnlf leant (p < .OS) . In atudy 2 aaparata maacullnlty (H) and fanlnlnlty (F) 
aaoraa ««ra oonputad for poaltlvaly valuad (+) and nagatlvaly valuad (-) attrlbutaa and tbalr 
total (iot) baaad on raaponaaa to tha Auatrallan Sax Rola Saala (ASRS) . Tha Baa Sax Rola Znvantory 
(BSRI) uaad In atudy 1 oontalnad only poaltlvaly valuad M and W charaatarlatlaa . Both tba ASRS and 
tba BSRI contain aoolal daalrablllty acalaa baaad on raaponaaa poaltlvaly and nagatlvaly valuad 
attrlbutaa that ara nautral with raapaat to H and 7. Yaar In aahool In atudy 1 varlad from 7tb 
grada (moatly 12 and 13 yaar olda) to 11th grada moatly (16 and 17 yaar olda) . 
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study 1: MOVA of Iffaots of G«nd«r, Masoulinity (N) and Femininity (F) on MultipU Facets of 
Salf-oonaapt Vor 8«lf-]Uiaponaaa and Raaponaaa by Significant othara 

Salf Raapona^ia Raaponaaa By othara 



Sffaot 



df 



MS F-Rat io MS F-Rat io 



BatWMn Subjaot Iff act a 



Oandar (0) 



9.56 3.74 



2.83 .90 



Maaculinity <N) 3 152.67 59.75*** 22.14 7.01*** 



Faadninity (F) 3 



Q X H 



G X F 
N X F 
G X N X F 
Brror 



3 
9 
9 

866 



Within Subjact Bffacta 



Scala (S) 



S X G 



8 X N 



S X F 



S X G X N 



S X G X F 



S X M X F 



12 



12 



36 



36 



36 



36 



108 



8.54 3.34* 

2.97 1.16 

0.18 0.07 

3.38 1.32 

2.67 1.04 
2.55 

0.82 1.06 



3.62 1.15 

2.23 0.71 

1.47 0.46 

1.71 0.54 

1.75 0.55 
3.16 

10.79 14.80*** 



9.72 13.04*** 8.62 11.82*** 



6.92 9.29*** 3.38 4.63*** 



1.54 2.07*** 1.24 1.71** 



S X G X N X F 108 



1.53 2.06*** 



0.94 1.27 



0.90 1.21 



0.66 0.88 



0.95 1.30 



0.94 1.29 



0.73 1.00 



0.67 0.92 



arror 



Total 



10392 



11673 



0.75 



1.00 



0.73 



1.02 



Wof > Subjact a \ »ra dividad into four groupa on tha baaia of thair M and F acoraa and a 2 (Gandar) 
X 4 (M) X 4 (F) X 13 (Salf-concapt acalaa -- a rapaatad maaaura variable) traa parformad on tha 
aailtidimanaional aalf-concapt raaponaaa with tha MAMOVA procedure from the SPSSx (SPSS, 1988) . 
Separata analyaea were performed on aalf-concapt acoraa derived from SDQIII aelf-reaponaea and 
SDQIII raaponaaa by aignificant othara. 

* p < .05; ** p < .01 ; *** p < .001. 
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study 1: lUlationi Among Itoioulinity/FMininity (MF) Scortta and Multipl« Sttlf-cono«pta for Bmlt- 
r^aponasa (S) and lUaponaaa By Othara (0) : Simpla oorralationa (r) and bata waighta from 3 
nultipla ragraaaiona (bl-ba) , 



Salf- 

oonoapt 

Soala 

Varbal 



NT Sooraa 



Othar PradicCora 



Gandar Soo Daair Mult R 



iUtar r 



bl b2 ba 



bl b2 ba 



b2 



ba 



(1) (2) (a) 



8 28* 29* 34* 24 02 06 -03 -02 14* 24* 25* 22* 286* 361* 350* 
0 09* 10* 15* 07* 06 07* 00 02 17* 21* 15* 14* 116* 224* 170* 



Math 



S 08* 06 04 04 -15* -14* -11* -18* -16* -11* 05 10* 
0 01 00 -02 -02 -12* -12* -09* -15* -13* -11* 02 09* 



162* 189* 188* 
122* 155* 146* 



School 



S 26* 27* 32* 21* 08* 11* 05 00 
0 11* 11* 14* 08* 04 05 02 00 



14* 20* 35* 32* 
06 09* 17* 16* 



285* 340* 407* 
121* 147* 192* 



Phyaioal S 47* 47* 42* 46* -09* -03 03 -05 

0 36* 35* 30* 35* -09* -05 03 -05 



-31* -21* 13* 07* 
-30* -23* 05 02 



476* 513* 480* 
36?* 418* 362* 



J^paaranca S 41* 42* 41* 40* 04 09* 10* 05 -10* -03 13* 20* 
0 21* 21* 19* 21* 00 03 06 03 -13* -10 04 00 



421* 422* 436* 
208* 228* 208* 



Sana Sax S 26* 28* 29* 22* 10* 13* 11* 02 02 06 34* 30* 

0 14* 14* 14* 12* -01 01 02 -03 -05 -02 13* 11* 



294* 299* 405* 
142* 143* 179* 



Oppoaita Sax S 40* 42* 47* 39* 14* 20* 13* 13* 11* 19* 30* 19* 445* 476* 479* 
0 28* 30* 32* 28* 08* 12* 09* 09* 04* 09* 16* 08* 307* 317* 316* 



Parant 



S 05 06 07* 01 12* 13* 12* 04 05 02 27* 25* 
0 -03 -03 -03 -06 08* 08* 08* 01 03 -01 17* 18* 



139* 140* 269* 
083* 084* 182* 



Honanty S 02 05 08* -05* 27* 27* 22* 09* 21* 15* 53* 51* 270* 303* 542* 

0 -08* -06 -02 -10* 21* 21* 15* 12* 22* 16* 27* 25* 221* 262* 317* 



Emotional S 31* 31* 31* 23* -01 03 03 -12* -08* 00 
0 19* IB* 15* 15* -09* -06 -01 -12* -19* -15 



42* 43* 312* 312* 502* 
15* 16* 202* 243* 252* 



Ganaral S 51* 52* 54* 45* 02 08* 05 -04 -02 

0 30* 30* 31* 27* -02 01 01 -05 -06 



10* 39* 34* 
01 20* 17* 



514* 522* 600* 
302* 303* 342* 



Raligion S -05 -03 -01 -04 21* 20* 21* 18* 08* 00 13* 07* 

0 -07 -04 -03 07 19* 18* 16* 14* 12* 05 14* 10* 



210* 210* 220* 
192* 198* 214* 



Probiam Solva S 47* 47* 46* 44* -08* -01 01 -07* -19* -08* 19* 14* 475* 480* 492* 

0 27* 26* 25* 26* -07 -04 -01 -05 -07 -15* 06 03 271* 281* 273* 

Total Salf S 52* 54* 55* 45* 09* 15* 14* -01 -05 05 51* 44* 543* 545* 675* 

0 27* 27* 27* 23* 03 06* 08* -02 -08* -04 25* 22* 275* 277* 341* 



Nota> 7«o aata of 3 multipla ragraaaiona vaa conductad to ralata tha M and F to tha 13 SDQIII 
acalaa for aalf-raaponaaa (S) and for raaponaaa by othara (0) • Tha aitnpla oorralationa and 
atandardisad bat a waighta raaulting from thaaa analyaaa ara praaantad. Tha 3 ragraaaiona containad 
tha 2 Mr aooraa (bataa ara labalad bl) , tha 2 MF acoraa plua gandar (tha b2a), and tha 2 HF aooraa 
0^*'*r ■ocial daairability (tha b3a) . 

ERLO < OS 
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study 1: Rftlatlont Among Bipolar IUaoullnlty/7ttainlnlty (MP) Sgomc^ G«nd«r and th« &DQXZZ SoaIam 
For Sttlf-rtttponMt and lUiaponaaa By Othara 



Sa If Raaponaaa 

Salf-concapt Bipolar 

Soalaa M - F Gendar 



Varbal 



Math 



School 



Phyaloal 



AppaaranM 



Sana Sax 



.17** 



.15** 



.12** 



.38** 



.25** 



.11** 



.14** 



-.16** 



.14** 



-.31** 



-.10** 



.02 



Oppoalta Sax .17** .11** 



Farant 



Honaaty 



KMtional 



G«naral 



-.05 



-.17** 



.21** 



,05** 



.21** 



-.08* 



.33** -.02 



Ballglon -.18** 



Froblaa Solva .37** 



.08* 



.19** 



Total 



G#ndar 



.29** -.05 



-.42** 



1.00 



Raaponaaa By Othara 



Bipolar 
M - F 

.02 

.09** 

.05 

.30** 

.14** 

.10** 

.13** 
-.08* 
-.20** 

.19** 

.22** 
-.17** 

.23** 

.16** 
-.42** 



Gandar 

.17** 
-.13** 

.06 
-.30** 
-.13** 
-.05 

.04 

.03 

.22** 
-.19** 
-.06 

.12** 
-.15** 
-.or ^ 
1.00 



Mota: For aaoh of tha Bipolar MF acoraa (daflnad to ba M mlnua F) ^ poaltlva corralatlona with 
aalf-conoapt acoraa BMian that M ccntrlbutad mora poaltlvaly than F^ whlla nagatlva corralatlona 
OMan that F contrlbutad mora poaltlvaly than M. Tha ralaclva alza of tha poaltlva contribution of 
M and F waa ralatad to gandar dlffarancaa In tha aat of 13 aalf-concapta by corralatlng tha valuaa 
of tha 13 corralatlona In tha MF column with (axdudlng tha Total and corralatlon) with tha 
corraapondlng 13 corralatlona In tha Gandar coluxnn. Tha raaulta aalf-raaponaaa (-.71) and for tha 
raaponaaa by othara (-.84) ara both atatlatlcally algnlflcant (p < S.05). Thaaa atibaaquant 
analyaaa damonatrata that araaa of aalf-concapt In which F contrlbutad ralatlvaly mora poaltlvaly 
than M ara tha araaa In which famalaa hava hlghar aalf-concapta than malaa^ and tha alral?arlty In 
tha pattama la both atrong and cpnalatant acroaa raaponaaa to poaltlvaly and nagatlvaly valuad MF 
Itwaa. 



p < .05; ** p < .01 
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study 2: MOVK of lff«ot« of 6«nd«r, Nasoulinity (M) and F«mlninity (r) on Nultipl« Faottts of 
telf-ooncMpt For 9ositivttly Valued and Magativaly Valued KF Ztwi: Botw^M-'Subjaot If facts 
V«bl« € for Within-Subj«ot Iffaots) 







Total 




Poaitiv* 


Nagativ* 


IffttOt 


df 


MS F-Ratio 


MS F- 


Ratio 


MS 


F-Ratio 


tetWMH 8ubj«ot Iffaots 














G«nd«r (6) 


1 


0.15 


0.03 


6.46 


1.91 


1.71 


0.45 


Ag* (A) 


4 

1 


7.73 


1.83 


9.28 


2.75* 


8.82 


2.35 


Itosoulinity (N) 


3 


37.51 8.90*** 


44.69 


13.24*** 


21.07 


5.62' 


FMininity (F) 
G X A 


3 
4 


in 11 


A ■ U J 

9 in* 


44.03 

5.76 


13.04*** 

1.70 


230.69 
8.06 


61.52' 
2.15 


G X M 


3 


8.85 


2.10 


3.87 


1.15 


2.23 


0.59 


G X F 


3 


9.22 


2.19 


9.19 


2.72* 


0.43 


0.11 


A X N 


12 


9.34 


2.21** 


4.69 


1.39 


4.01 


1.07 


A X F 


12 


5.18 


1.23 


1.43 


0.42 


8.11 


2.16^ 


M X F 


9 


4.74 


1.12 


0.95 


0.28 


3.24 


0.86 


G X A X N 


12 


2.48 


0.59 


1.98 


0.59 


5.94 


1.58 


G X A X F 


12 


2.35 


0.56 


1.73 


0.51 


2.13 


0.57 


G X M X F 


d 


2.26 


0.53 


3.65 


1.08 


1.24 


0.33 


A X M X F 


36 


4.29 


1.02 


3.86 


1.14 


2.46 


0.66 


G X T X N X « 


36 


3.46 


• f 
0.82 


4.01 


1.18 


3.18 


0.85 


Error 


1698 


4.22 




3.38 




3.75 





Wot«. Subjaota war* divided Into four groupa on tha baala of thalr M and F acoraa and a 2 (Gandar) 
X 5 (Jkga — Yaar In aohool) x 4 (M) x 4 (F) x x 12 (Salf-conoapt aoalaa — a rapaatad maaaura 
varlabla) waa parfomad on tha niultldlmanalorial aalf-concapt raaponaaa with tha MAMOVA procadura 
from tha SPSSx (SPi:s, 1986) . Saparata analyaaa wera parformad on H and F darivad from poaltlvaly 
valuad Itama, nagatlvaly valuad Itama, and thalr total. 

* p < .05; ** p < .01 ; *** p < .001. 
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study 2: AMOVE of If foots of Condor, Masoullnlty (M) and Foainlnlty (F) on Hultiplo fooots of 
8olf-oofioopt For Posit ivoly Valuod and Vogatlvoly Valuod MP Itoma: Ifithin-Subjoot If foots (too 
Tablo 5 for Botwoon-Subjoot Iffoots) 



Total 



Positivo 



Iffoot 



df 



Within Subjoot Iffoot • 



Vogativo 



NS r-Ratio HS r-Ratio HS f-Ratio 



Soalo (S) 



10 



0.42 0.73 



0,31 0.52 



0.71 1.22 



8x6 



10 



2.31 3.99*** 0.87 1.48 27.60 47.60*** 



S X A 
8 X N 

8 X r 

8 X 6 X A 



40 
30 
30 
40 



3.39 5.86*** 1.37 2.32*** 3.12 5.38*** 



13.55 23.42*** 3.50 5.93*** 13.40 23.16*** 



7.60 13.14*** 3.30 5.57*** 9.13 15.78*** 



0.91 1.57* 



0.81 1.37 



0.75 1.29 



8 X G X N 



30 



1.08 1.87* 



0.73 1.23 



0.90 1.55* 



8 X G X r 



30 



0.57 0.98 



0.93 1.58* 0.45 0.78 



8 xA X N 



120 



0.79 1.37* 



0.66 1.11 0.77 1.33* 



8 X A X r 



120 



0.68 1.18 



0.80 1.36* 



0.73 1.26* 



8 X M X r 



90 



0.70 1.21 



0.94 1.59** 0.66 1.14 



8 X G X A X N 120 



0.57 0.99 



0.68 1.14 



0.52 0.89 



8 X G X A X F 120 



0.50 0.86 



0.54 0.91 



0.58 1.00 



8 X G X N X F 



90 



0.59 1.03 



0.96 1.62** 0.53 0.91 



8 X A X N X F 360 



0.54 0.93 



0.65 1.10 0.59 1.02 



83uSxYxMxF 



360 



0.64 1.11 



0.70 1.19* 0.55 0.95 



orror 



16980 



0.58 



0.59 



0.58 



Noto . 8ubjoots woro dividod into four groups on tho basis of thoir M and F scoros and a 2 (Gondor) 
X 5 (Ago — Yoar in sohool) x 4 (M) x 4 (F) x x 12 ^(Solf-ooncopt scalos — a ropoatod moasuro 
variablo) was porfomod on tho multidimonsional solf-concopt rosponsos with tho MAMOVA proooduro 
from tho SPSSx (SPSS, 1986) . Soparato analysos woro porformod on M and F dorivod from positivoly 
valuod itoma, nogativoly valuod itoros, and thoir total. 



* p < .05; ** p < .01 ; *** p < .001. 
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study 2: Mlatlons Anong Naaoullnlty/r^mininlty (W) Scor«a and Multiple Salf-oonMpta: Sioipli 
oomlatlona <r) and bata walghti from 3 aultlpla ragraiilona (bl-b3) 

NT Sooraa Othar Pradlotora 

U¥ N- 74 F- Gandar Soo Daalr Halt R 

ftalf- — - - - 

Conoapt r bl r bl r bl r bl — - (1) 

Soala b2 b3 b2 b3 b2 b3 b2 b3 r b2 r b3 (2) (3) 



Varbal 20* 10* -10* -07* 25* 23* -19* -20* — — — — 352* 

13* -03 -07* 03 18* 15* -20* -10* 17* 16* 40* 32* 382* 423* 

Math 16* 17* -09* -13* 04 12* -14* -10* - ~ — - 241* 

14* 08* -13* -06* 08* -01 -10* -03 -11* -12* 23* 28* 267* 292* 

Sobool 29* 26* -16* -19* 19* 29* -20* -15* — --- 435* 

26* 13* -19* -09* 18* 10* -15* -09* 05 03 48* 34* 436* 502* 

Pby« 40* 35* 09* -01 11* 02 -26* -18* — 432* 

31* 30* -01* 03 07* -02 -17* -13* -21* -23* 31* 14* 459* 432* 

Appaar 40* 29* 17* 10* 05 01 -36* -30* — — — — 488* 

23* 18* 09* 18* 09* -06 -09* -21* -29* -23* 38* 29* 533* 531* 

SSax 32* 19* 01 02 24* 22* -25* -24* - -- -— 413* 

24* 13* 02 06* 15* 18* -24* -20* 18* 21* 33* 13* 456* 424* 

OSax 45* 26* 22* 19* 15* 14* -34* -32* — — — - — 535* 

26* 19* 19* 24* 15* 09* -31* -26* -10* -03 34* 18* 536* 551* 

Parant 13* 16* -35* -35* 34* 22* -10*^ -06* — — — — 475* 

14* 09* -35* -30* 25* 18* -06* -01 -01 -10* 37* 18* 484* 493* 

Honaat 07* 08* -44* -39* 42* 32* -06 -05^ — — — - -— 557* 

08* 01 -39* -34* 31* 27* -05 01 14* 02 38* 19* 558* 573* 

Emotion 36* 28* -11* -15* 13* 07* -55* -48* — 625* 

26* 19* -14* -08* 09* 02 -48* -41* -09* -04* 50* 23* 626* 647* 

Ganaral 48* 38* -03 -09* 29* 19* -39* -32* — — — — - 602* 

35* 23* -09* 02 21* 09* -32* -21* -12* -10* 58* 36* 609* 658* 

Total 47* 36* -11* -15* 34* 24* -41* -34* — — — — 636* 

34* 22* -15* -04* 25* 14* -34* -23* -06 -05* 62* 37* 638* 636* 

Wota. Tbraa aati of multipla ragraaalona waa conduotad to ralata tha four MF ■oorai (M-f^ M-^ F-f £ 

F-) to tha 11 lalf -conoapt ■ooraa. Tha ■impla corralationa and atandarditad bata waighti 
rasultliig from thaia analyaaa. Tha thraa m^tm of ragraaalona contalnad tha ^ MF acoraa (batas ara 
labalad bl), tha 4 MF aooraa plua gandar (tha h2») , and tha 4 MF ■ooraa plua aoclal daalrabillty 
(tha b3a) . 
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Vabltt i 

Study 2: Ralations Among Bipolar IUaoulinity/F«mininity (MT) Saoros, tender and Hultipla 8olf- 
oonoapta 



Bipolar NT Sooraa 



Salf-oonoapt Bitot - Hpo» - Mnag - Candor ' 



Soalcs rtot 



t ( 



Varbal .00 -.05* ,07** i^^^ .17** ' 

Math .03 .04* .04 ^^^^-.n** ^ 

fiohool -.01 .00 ,03 04^*05* ^ f^'\ 

Physical .26** .25* .26** . ^^^^-.21** -^"7 

Appaaranoa .37** .30** ,39** ^^S^J"*^^** 

Samo Sax .13** .07** .19** ^ \1\ .18** * 

Opposita Sax .37** .26** .41** ^ D^^J^^ - . 10** ' ^' 

Parant -.23** -.18** -.19** -qo1-.01 ^' 

Honasty -.35** -.30** -.28** iLjl .14** 

tootional .28** .20** .32** "Q'^HJ*^^** ^ ^ 

Ganaral .21* .17** .26** -||^ -.12** )'<1'^: 

Total .16** .11** .22** -.06* ^'V; 

Gandar .30** .34** .21** 1.00 > 

Nota: For aaoh of tha Bipolar MF scoras (dafinad to ba M minus P) , positiva corralations with 
•alf-conoapt SGoras naan that M contributad mora po«itivaly than F, whila nagativa oorralation* 
Man that F contributad mora poaitivaly than M. Tha ralativa aiza of tha po«itiva contribution of 
M and F was ralatad to gandar diffarancas in tha sat of 11 aalf-concapta by corralating tha valuas 
of tha 11 GorralationB (axcluding tha Total and corralation) in aach of tha fir«t thraa columns 
with tha corrasponding 11 corralations in tha fourth column. Tha ra«ult«, -.66 (Total), -.73 
(positiva MF itamd) and -.59 (nagativa MF itam«) wara all BtatiBtically significant (p < .05). 
Thasa stibsaquant analysas damonstrata that araaa of •alf-conoapt in which F contributad ralativaly 
mora poaitivaly than M ara tha araas in which famalat hava highar salf-concapts than malaa, and 
tha similarity in tha patfcama is both strong and coniiatant across rasponsas to positivaly and 
nagativaly valuad MF* itams. 

* p < .05; ** p < .01 
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Appendix 1 

K SUBOuizy D«soription of th« Scales From th« SDQII and SDQZZZ Znatrumants 



8oal«s 



l^hysioal ja>iliti«s (8DQZZ, SDQZZ) : student p«rMptlons of thair skills and intarast in sports, 
ganas, and phyaioal aotivitias. 

Fhysioal J^paaranca (SDQZZ, SDQZZ) : Studant parcaptions of thair physical attraotivanass, how 
thair appaaranoa oonparas with othars, and how othars think thay look. 

Opposita Sax Ralationships (SDQZZ, SDQZZZ) : Studant parcaptions of thair popularity with mambars 
of tha opposita sax, how aasily thay maka friands with mambars of tha oppoaita aax, and tha 
quality of thair intaraotions with manibars of tha opposita sax. 

Saas Sax RalaLionships (SDQZZ, SDQIIZ) : Studant parcaptions of thair popularity with mambars of 
tha Sana sax, how aasily thay maka friands with mambars of tha sama sax, and tha quality of 
thair intaraotions with mambars of tha sama sax, 

Honasty/Trustworthinass (SDQZZ, SDQZZZ) : Studant parcaptions of thair honasty, raliability and 
trustworrhinass . 

Parant Ralationahips (SDQZZ, SDQZZZ) : Studant perceptions of how well thay get get along with 
thair parents, whether they like their parents, and the quality of thair interactions with 
thair parents. 

Spiritual Values/Religion (SDQZZZ only) : Student self-perceptions of themaelvaa as a 

spiritual/religious parson and the importance of spiritual/religious beliefs in their how they 

conduct tbsir life. 

Kmotional Stability (SDQZZ, SDQZZZ) : Student self-perceptions of themselves as being calm and 
relaxed, thair emotional stability, and how much they worry. 

Ganeral (SDQZZ, SDQZZZ) : Student self-perceptions of themselves as effective, capable individuals 
who have self-confidence and self-respect and are proud and satiafied with the way they are. 

Verbal (SDQZZ, SDQZZZ) : Student self-perceptions of their ability and interest in reading (for the 
SDQZ) . Student self -percept ions of their verbal skills, verbal reasoning ability and interest 
in verbal aotivitiea (for the SDQZZ and SDQZZZ) . 

Math (SDQZZ, SDQZZZ) : Student self-perceptions of their mathematical skills, mathematical 
reasoning ability and interest in mathematics. 

School (SDQZI, SDQZZZ): Student self -percept ions of their skills, ability and interest in school 
subjects in general. 

Problem Solving (SDQZZZ only) : student self-perceptions of their ability to solve problems and think 
creatively and imaginatively 
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